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Howard Cook 

February 25, 2014 

I95-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not 

raise an environmental issue for which a response is 

required. The County acknowledges receipt of the 

petition and provides the following responses.  
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I95-2 The County of San Diego (County) acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the No Project Alternative and 

for solar in urban areas. See Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) Section 4.0 for 

the County’s analysis of alternatives and common 

response ALT2.  

The County disagrees with the commenter’s statements 

that the Proposed Project would have severe 

environmental impacts or major impacts to water 

aquifers. DPEIR Table S-2 provides a summary of the 

potential significant impacts associated with the Projects 

that are examined in depth in DPEIR Chapter 2.0, as 

well as the proposed mitigation for these impacts to 

reduce them to less than significant. Only certain impacts 

related to aesthetics, air quality, and land use will remain 

significant and unavoidable. Potential impacts to local 

aquifers were considered and addressed in DPEIR 

Sections 3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources, and 

3.1.9.3.1, Water. See also common response WR1 and 

WR2. The County has found that the Proposed Project 

would have a less than significant impact on aquifers and 

groundwater resources. 

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. 
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 The information in this comment will be in the FPEIR 

for review and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-3 This comment introduces the attached list of individuals 

that have added their names to the petition. The County 

acknowledges the petition and individual comments 

submitted by the public. Where comments have been 

submitted in the petition, a response has been provided. 

Please see the following responses below. 

I95-4  The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-5 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. 
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I95-6 The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition 

to the Project. The information in this comment will be 

in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 

Decision makers. The County disagrees that the Project 

would severely impact wildlife, vegetation, and the 

Ocotillo Wells aquifer. DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological 

Resources and Sections 3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater 

Resources, and 3.1.9.3.1, Water, detail the County’s 

analysis of these resources. The County found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact on local aquifers and, with the implementation 

of proposed mitigation, would have a less than 

significant impact on biological resources, including 

wildlife and vegetation. 

I95-7 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. Regarding 

the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Project is 

detrimental to the environment and the aquifer, please 

see the response to comment I95-2.  

I95-8 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that the DPEIR concludes that the Project is a “low-

impact project”. In conformance with CEQA, the 

DPEIR evaluated the whole of the action and analyzed 

each environmental subject area with regard to potential 
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adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of 

alternatives. The DPEIR is consistent with the County’s 

EIR Format and General Content Requirements, dated 

September 26, 2006. The County acknowledges that the 

Proposed Project would have certain significant and 

unmitigable impacts. 

I95-9 Potential impacts related to groundwater use were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Sections 

3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources and 3.1.9.3.1, 

Water. Also, see common response WR1 and WR2. 

As stated in Section 3.1.9.3.1, the County will place 

conditions on the Major Use Permit that will restrict 

the amount of water that is permitted to be withdrawn 

from the on-site wells in order to prevent interference 

with off-site wells. As such, the County does not 

anticipate that wells of neighboring residents will run 

dry as a result of the Proposed Project. 

I95-10 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the FPEIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. Potential 

impacts to wildlife habitat were considered and 

addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological 

Resources. The County found that the Proposed 

Project would have a less than significant impact 

on wildlife habitat with the implementation of 

proposed mitigation. 
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I95-11 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. In 

conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 

well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR 

is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General 

Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006. 
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I95-12 The DPEIR analyzes and considers impacts to scenic 

vistas, wildlife habitat and water supply. These issues 

are addressed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources, and Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, and Section 3.1.9.3.1, Water. Also 

refer to common response WR1, regarding water 

demand and supply and panel washing frequency. In 

addition, the DPEIR analyzes and considers potential 

hazards associated with construction and operation of 

the Proposed Project (please see Chapter 3.1.4, Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials). The County found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact on groundwater and water supply and with 

respect to fire hazards. With the implementation of 

mitigation, the County found that the Proposed Project 

would have a less than significant impact on wildlife 

habitat. The County acknowledges that the Proposed 

Project would have certain significant and unavoidable 

impacts to scenic vistas. 

I95-13 The County agrees that the Project has potential 

impacts on biological resources and water quality due 

to the application of herbicides. These issues are 

discussed in Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the 

DPEIR. The County found that the Proposed Project 

would have a less than significant impact on biological 

resources with the implementation of mitigation. The 

soil binding agent to be used on the Proposed Project 

site is a water-soluble, vinyl acetate/acrylic 
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copolymer—an environmentally safe, non-hazardous 

material. The County has found that the Proposed 

Project would have a less than significant impact on 

groundwater supply and groundwater quality (DPEIR 

Sections 3.1.5.3.3, 3.1.5.3.4). 

 As stated in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, in-place 

tracker washing would occur every 6 to 8 weeks 

during evening hours. The application of water to 

tracker panel surfaces (a closed system) as part of 

regular operations and maintenance would not degrade 

panel materials such that panel components would 

leach potentially hazardous materials and effect 

groundwater resources.  

I95-14 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Proposed Project. The information in 

this comment will be in the FPEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. It should be 

noted that the Proposed Project is consistent with the 

land use designation of the sites and zoning of the sites 

upon approval of a Major Use Permit, as well as the 

Boulevard Subregional Plan Area Community Plan 

(DPEIR Section 2.5.3.2). The Proposed Project would 

not change the zoning of the proposed solar farm sites 

or amend the Community Plan. 

 The County also acknowledges the commenter’s 

preference for an alternate location for the Proposed 

Project in either completely uninhabited areas or near 
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population centers that would purportedly use most of the 

Proposed Project’s electrical output. The applicants have 

set forth in their development applications the proposed 

solar farm sites as the Proposed Project to be considered 

by the County and analyzed in the DPEIR. The County 

has an obligation under CEQA to analyze a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project or to the 

location of the Proposed Project that would both attain 

most of the objectives of the Proposed Project and avoid 

or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the 

Proposed Project (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). An environmental 

impact report is only required to set forth a range of 

alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (14 

CCR 15126.6(f)). The County has met this standard by 

analyzing eight different alternatives to the Proposed 

Project, including different locations and the No Project 

Alternative (DPEIR, Chapter 4.0). The applicants 

reviewed a number of different locations throughout the 

County and screened these locations for their ability to 

meet the Proposed Project objectives (DPEIR Chapter 

4.0). The County found that locations outside of East San 

Diego County would not meet most of the Proposed 

Project objectives, including creating solar energy in the 

San Diego basin to provide a source of local generation 

and improve reliability, siting solar facilities in areas 

within the County that have excellent solar attributes, and 

supporting the local economy through the creation of 

high-wage jobs (DPEIR Chapter 1.0).  
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 The County also disagrees that the Proposed Project 

will “bother” or “molest” residents or other 

individuals. In most instances, the Proposed Project 

will not have significant, unmitigated impacts that 

would directly affect residents and other individuals in 

the area (see DPEIR, Table S-2, Summary of 

Significant Impacts). For instance, the Proposed 

Project will not generate noise or traffic above the 

County’s thresholds of significance (DPEIR, pp. 2.6-

58 to 2.6-60, 3.1.8-37 to 3.1.8-38). The Proposed 

Project would not negatively impact public health or 

create hazards for the community (DPEIR, pp. 2.2-70 

to 2.2-71, 3.1.4-51 to 3.1.4-52). The Proposed Project 

would have a less-than-significant impact on utilities, 

public services, and groundwater supply (DPEIR, pp. 

3.1.5-48 to 3.1.5-56, 3.1.7-30, 3.1.9-22). In addition, 

the Proposed Project would have a less than 

significant effect related to parks and recreational 

facilities and housing (DPEIR, p. 3.2.1-1).  

 The County acknowledges the Proposed Project’s 

significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics. The 

County also acknowledges potential significant and 

unavoidable air quality impacts from construction 

emissions of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter if 

there is an overlap in construction between the Rugged 

and Tierra del Sol solar farms or with other 

cumulative projects in the area (DPEIR, pp. 2.2-69, 

2.2-71). The County has considered mitigation to 
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reduce all of these potential significant impacts that 

could have an effect on local residents and has adopted 

all feasible mitigation measures. 

 The commenter points to rooftop solar as a reasonable 

voluntary method. The County’s consideration of 

distributed generation as an alternative to the Proposed 

Project is found in Section 4.2 of the DPEIR. Please 

refer to common response ALT2 and the responses to 

comments O10-102 to O10-113 regarding the 

County’s elimination of the distributed-generation 

alternative as infeasible. 

I95-15 This comment raises concerns related to potential 

public safety effects associated with vandalism of the 

Proposed Project site by local children. This topic was 

not evaluated in the DPEIR since it is not related to 

environmental impacts (see 14 CCR 15131).  

I95-16 Please refer to response to comment O10-83 regarding 

the potential for toxic fumes.  

I95-17 The County generally agrees that the Proposed Project 

would introduce possible ignition sources. 

Additionally, the equipment on the sites presents a 

potential challenge to firefighters due to accessibility 

issues around the solar equipment and a lack of 

training and experience in firefighting where such 

equipment exists. To reduce the risk of fire on the site 

and improve the effectiveness of an emergency 
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response should a fire occur on site, site-specific Fire 

Protection Plans (FPPs) for the Tierra del Sol solar 

farm (Appendix 3.1.4-5 of the DPEIR) and the Rugged 

solar farm (Appendix 3.1.4-6 of the DPEIR) have been 

prepared, will be approved, and will be implemented. 

The FPPs were prepared by a County-approved 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

consultant in accordance with the County’s Guidelines 

for Determining Significance and Report Format and 

Content Requirements: Wildland Fire and Fire 

Protection, dated August 31, 2010. As per PDF-HZ-3, 

similar site-specific FPPs will be prepared and 

approved by the San Diego County Fire Authority 

(SDCFA) for the LanEast and LanWest solar farms 

prior to approval of a Major Use Permit. With regard to 

electrical fires, please refer to the response to 

comment O10-82. With regard to response to fires 

associated with transmission lines, please refer to the 

response to comment I1-5. 

 The commenter suggests that the temperature of solar 

panels can be about 77 degrees Fahrenheit higher than 

ambient temperature during summer months but has 

not provided sources or references for the information. 

Please refer to response to comment I95-18, below 

regarding solar panel surface temperatures. As stated 

below, the panels are not anticipated to cause a rise 

in temperatures at the site above what would 

otherwise occur without the Proposed Project. 
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Therefore, potential hazardous conditions involving 

dust, leaves and branches and a heat island effect are 

not anticipated.  

I95-18 The solar modules are lightweight and surrounded 

by airflow both inside and outside the module. As a 

result, heat dissipates quickly from a solar panel. As 

described in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the 

DPEIR, the normal operating temperature for solar 

modules is 20 degrees Celsius (°C; 68 degrees 

Fahrenheit (°F)) above ambient temperature; 

therefore, on a typical summer day at 40°C (104°F), 

the panel temperature would be approximately 60°C 

(140°F). When accounting for irradiance (a measure 

of solar radiation energy received on a given surface 

area in a given time), wind, and module type, it is 

expected that the peak module temperatures in the 

summer would be between 65°C and 70°C (149°F 

and 158°F), and the peak module temperatures in 

the winter would be between 35°C and 40°C (95°F 

and 104°F).  

 Although the trackers would be hot to the touch as a 

result of solar energy absorption, trackers are 

designed to absorb light energy inwards towards the 

panel to produce electricity. As opposed to mirrors, 

which redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel lenses to 

concentrate sunlight inside the module to produce 

electricity, and therefore, they would not noticeably 
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affect the temperature of the surrounding area; 

temperatures below the modules would be nearly the 

same as ambient temperatures in ordinary shade. 

Ultimately, although the panels do create heat due to 

dissipation of the heat in the solar modules, the 

panels also create shade. The heat generated from 

the solar panels is natural; without the presence of 

the solar panels the heat would still be present, but 

less localized, and all the solar irradiance would be 

dissipated into heat in the environment. Therefore, 

the panels are not anticipated to cause a rise in 

temperatures at the site above what would otherwise 

occur without the Proposed Project, or produce a 

heat island effect.  

 The County acknowledges the comment regarding the 

“Imperial Valley projects”, which does not raise an 

environmental issue relative to the DPEIR. 

I95-19 This comment expresses the commenter's opposition 

to the Project. Under CEQA, social and economic 

effects need not be considered in the DPEIR (14 CCR 

15064(e)); therefore, the applicant’s financial solvency 

is not addressed in the DPEIR and no further response 

is required. DPEIR Section 1.2.1.1 describes the 

decommissioning obligations, including a removal 

surety, for the Proposed Project. Ultimately, the Board 

of Supervisors must determine whether to approve the 

Project or any alternatives. The information in this 
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letter will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the County Decision makers. 

I95-20 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. 

 Potential impacts related to groundwater use were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Sections 

3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources and 3.1.9.3.1, 

Water. As stated in Section 3.1.9.3.1, the County will 

place conditions on the Major Use Permit that will 

restrict the amount of water that is permitted to be 

withdrawn from the on-site wells in order to prevent 

interference with off-site wells. As such, the County 

does not anticipate that wells of neighboring residents 

will run dry as a result of the Proposed Project. Please 

also refer to common response WR1 and WR2. 

 This comment also raises concerns regarding property 

values. This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR 

since it is not related to environmental impacts (see 14 

CCR 15131). However, this type of information will 

be presented to decision makers for their consideration 

during the hearing process for the Proposed Project. 
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I95-21 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. 

 Refer to response to comment I95-20 above regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Response to Comments 

 

October 2015  7345 

Final PEIR  I95-17 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I95-22 The County acknowledges the commenter’s preference 

for an alternative location for the Proposed Project. 

Please refer to common response ALT1 and response to 

comment I95-14 regarding the County’s analysis of 

alternative locations. This comment does not raise 

specific issues related to the Project or adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

I95-23 Refer to response to comment I95-20 above regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. In 

addition, please refer to response to comment I95-17 

regarding the potential fire risk associated with the 

Proposed Project. The DPEIR analyzes and considers 

impacts to wildlife in Section 2.3, Biological 

Resources. With the implementation of mitigation, the 

County found that the Project would have a less than 

significant impact on wildlife. 

 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. 

I95-24  The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Decision makers. 
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I95-25 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. As stated in Chapter 1.0, 

Project Description, of the DPEIR, each project would 

require a Major Use Permit and each application 

for a major use permit will be evaluated for 

neighborhood compatibility, General Plan 

consistency, and environmental impacts. The 

DPEIR assesses the Proposed Project’s conformance 

with the General Plan and Boulevard Community Plan 

(County of San Diego 2010, 2013; see Section 2.5.3.2 

and Appendices 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 of the DPEIR). 

Ultimately, the decision makers must determine 

whether the Proposed Project complies with the intent 

of the General Plan and Boulevard Community Plan. 

The information in this comment will be provided in 

the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 

I95-26 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project; the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR for 

which a further response is required. 
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I95-27 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources.  

I95-28 The County acknowledges this comment, which does not 

raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR. 
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I95-29 The County acknowledges this comment, which does not 

raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR. 
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I95-30 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. In 

addition, potential impacts related to groundwater-

dependent habitat were considered and addressed in 

the DPEIR; see Section 2.3.3.2 Riparian Habitat or 

Sensitive Natural Community.  

I95-31 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 

well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR 

is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and 

General Content Requirements, dated September 26, 

2006. Each section of the DPEIR lists references used 

in the preparation of that section, including the studies 

used to support the analysis and conclusions presented 

in the DPEIR. The referenced sections provide all 

studies used as reference and background material 

within the analysis of each applicable section of the 

DPEIR. All important data or material was 

incorporated directly into the analysis of the DPEIR. 

The DPEIR includes summarized technical data 

pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, 

and provides sufficient material “to permit full 

assessment of significant environmental impacts by 

reviewing agencies and members of the public.” Any 

reports associated with technical analysis were made 

available for public review. 
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I95-32 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. The 

information in this comment will be provided in the 

Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 

Decision makers. 

I95-33 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. The 

County analyzed impacts to biological resources in 

DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources and found 

that the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on plant and wildlife species with the 

implementation of mitigation. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the  Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-34 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-35 Potential impacts related to biological resources were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Section 

2.3, Biological Resources. The County found that the 

Project would have a less than significant impact on 

vegetation and habitat with the implementation of 

proposed mitigation. The County acknowledges that 

the Project will have significant and unavoidable 

impacts related to the existing visual character of the 

site and surroundings. These issues are discussed in 

Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. 

I95-36 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it is “rushing through” the Proposed Project. The 

application for the Proposed Project has been processed 

by the County according to the County Zoning 

Ordinance and related regulations. This comment does 

not otherwise raise an environmental issue for which a 

response is required. The information in this comment 

will be provided in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-37 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects.  

I95-38 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concern 

regarding wildlife. Potential impacts to wildlife were 
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considered and addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact on wildlife with the implementation of 

proposed mitigation. 

I95-39 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment will be in the 

Final EIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers.  

I95-40 The County acknowledges the comment regarding 

SDG&E, which does not raise an environmental issue 

relative to the DPEIR. 

 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

I95-41 The County acknowledges the comment regarding 

big-box development, which does not raise an 

environmental issue relative to the DPEIR. 

I95-42 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

 The County generally agrees that the Proposed Project 

would introduce possible ignition sources. Please refer to 

response to comment I95-17 for additional information. 
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I95-43 The County acknowledges the comment regarding 

Project costs, which does not raise an environmental 

issue relative to the DPEIR. 

 The comment regarding the Newberry Solar 1 site is 

acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. The 

comment does not raise an environmental issue specific 

to the DPEIR for which a response is required. 

I95-44 The County acknowledges this comment, which 

does not raise  an environmental issue relative to 

the DPEIR. 
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I95-45 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to groundwater 

resources. The remainder of the comment does not 

raise an environmental issue for which further 

response is required. 

I95-46 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. The remainder of the comment does 

not raise a specific environmental issue related to the 

Proposed Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for 

which further response can be provided. 

I95-47 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

I95-48 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the 

commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. Regarding the commenter’s concern 

related to impacts to animals, birds, and trees, potential 

impacts to wildlife and habitat were considered and 

addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. 

The County found that the Proposed Project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildlife and habitat with 

the implementation of proposed mitigation. 

 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 
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comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-49 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers.  

I95-50 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment will be 

provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. 

I95-51 One of the proposed solar farm sites, Tierra del 

Sol, is adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico border; this 

comment lacks sufficient detail to provide a more 

thorough response.  

I95-52 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to groundwater 

resources. Water sources to be used during 

construction of the Proposed Project are discussed in 

Section 3.1.5.1.1, Regional Overview.  
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I95-53  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. The information in 

this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 
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I95-54 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-55 The County does not agree with the assertion that the 

General Plan is proposed to be changed to suit the 

needs of the Proposed Project. The commenter is 

referred to the response to comment I95-25. 

 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-56 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. While the comment regarding 

take permits for protected birds refers to “other 

projects”, the incidental take permit process associated 

with federally listed endangered species is described in 

Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the DPEIR (see 

pages 2.3-84 to 2.3-85).  

I95-57 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the Final EIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-58 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

preference for an alternative location for the Project. 

Please refer to common response ALT1 regarding the 

County’s analysis of alternative locations.  

I95-59 The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to 

the Project. Regarding the commenter’s concern related to 

impacts to wildlife, potential impacts to wildlife were 

considered and addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact on wildlife with the implementation of proposed 

mitigation. This comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the DPEIR for which additional response can be provided. 

I95-60 Please refer to response to comment I95-25 regarding 

the DPEIR and conclusions regarding the Proposed 

Projects’ consistency with the land use designation 

and zoning of the sites.  

 Please refer to Common Responses ALT1 and ALT2 

regarding the commenter’s preference for alternative 

locations for the Proposed Project and distributed 

generation energy projects. 

I95-61 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 
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I95-62 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. The 

comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more 

thorough response can be provided. 

I95-63 Please refer to response to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-64 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 
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I95-65 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment will be 

provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. 

I95-66 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. Please also refer to response to 

comment I95-20 regarding potential impacts to 

groundwater resources. 

I95-67  The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The comment will 

be provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration 

by the decision makers. 
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I95-68 Social and economic effects need not be considered in 

an EIR. See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).  

I95-69 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-70 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-71 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The commenter’s opinion on 

the Ocotillo Wind project does not raise an 

environmental issue related to the Proposed Project or 

the DPEIR; therefore, no further response is provided. 

The information in this comment will be provided in 

the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 

 



Response to Comments 

 

October 2015  7345 

Final PEIR  I95-35 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I95-72 This comment raises concerns regarding the value of 

tourism. This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR 

since it is not related to environmental impacts. See 

CEQA Guidelines section 15131. However, this 

information in this comment letter will be provided in 

the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 

 Potential impacts to wildlife species were considered 

and addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact on sensitive wildlife and plant species with the 

implementation of proposed mitigation. 

 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 

well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR is 

consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General 

Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006. 

I95-73 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-74 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

  Environmental issues raised in this comment were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR. See Chapter 

3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality and Chapter 2.6, 

Noise. The DPEIR found that the Proposed Project 

would have a less than significant impact on water 

resources and a less than significant impact related to 

noise with the implementation of mitigation. The 

remainder of the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue related to the Project or the 

DPEIR; therefore, no further response is provided. 

I95-75 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 

well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR 

is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and 

General Content Requirements, dated September 26, 

2006. Please refer to the response to comment I95-31. 

 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.  
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I95-76 This comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the Final EIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-77 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-78 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. This comment will be 

provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. 

I95-79  The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

related to the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 

DPEIR for which further response can be provided. 
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I95-80 The comment concerns the commenter’s observations 

related to the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm, located in 

Newberry Springs, California, and does not raise 

specific issues related to the Project or adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the DPEIR. 

 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the 

commenter’s preference for rooftop solar energy projects. 

I95-81 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the DPEIR; please refer to response to comment 

I95-20 regarding potential impacts to water resources..  

I95-82 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. This comment will be 

provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. 
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I95-83 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-84 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to water resources including 

groundwater. Issues raised in this comment were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR. The DPEIR 

analyzed potential impacts to aesthetics and traffic 

(DPEIR Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics and Chapter 3.1.8, 

Transportation and Traffic). The DPEIR found that the 

Proposed Project would have a less than significant 

impact related to traffic. The County acknowledges 

that the Project will have certain significant and 

unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas and visual 

character and quality. 

I95-85 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

I95-86 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the 

commenter’s preference for distributed generation energy 

projects. Please also refer to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-87 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-88 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 
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I95-89 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 

I95-90 The County acknowledges the commenter’s support of 

the No Project Alternative. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers.  

I95-91 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-92 Please also refer to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to water resources. 

I95-93 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-94 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise 

a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed 

Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which 

further response can be provided. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-95  The County acknowledges this comment. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

related to the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 

DPEIR for which further response can be provided. 

I95-96 The County acknowledges this comment, which does not 

raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR. 

I95-97 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 
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I95-98 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I95-99 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

I95-100 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, and Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. 

Please also refer to response to comment I95-20 

regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

Lastly, please refer to Section 1.2.1.1, Common 

Project Components and Activities, and common 

response WR1 and WR2 for construction and 

operational water demands of the Proposed Project. 

The DPEIR found that the Proposed Project would 

have a less than significant impact on water resources. 

The DPEIR also found that the Project would have a 

less than significant impact on biological resources, 

including wildlife, birds, and habitat, with 

implementation of proposed mitigation. The County 

acknowledges that the Project would have a 

significant and unavoidable impact related to scenic 

vistas and visual character and quality. 
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I95-101 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

I95-102 Please refer to Common Response ALT1 regarding 

the alternative locations for the Proposed Project. 

I95-103 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers.  

 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources. The County has also found that 

the Project would have a less than significant impact on 

biological resources, including wildlife and habitat, with 

implementation of proposed mitigation. While the 

Proposed Project would not physically impact mountain 

ranges, impacts to scenic vistas were considered and 

addressed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics. The County 

acknowledges that the Project would have certain 

significant and unavoidable impacts to scenic vistas. 

I95-104 Please refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to water resources. In addition, the 

DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to water 

resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and 

Water Quality.  
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I95-105 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.4, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 3.1.7, 

Public Services, of the DPEIR. Please refer to the 

response to comment C3-4 for additional discussion 

related to the wildfire risk associated with the Project. 

The DPEIR found that the Project would have a less 

than significant impact related to wildfires and 

firefighting response capabilities. 

 The comment regarding the ECO Substation Project 

does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the DPEIR. The 

DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to water 

resources, including groundwater supply and 

drainages. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and 

Water Quality and Chapter 3.1.9, Utilities. In addition, 

construction and operational water demand for the 

Proposed Project is included in Chapter 1.0, Project 

Description (see Tables 1-6 and 1-7). Revisions to 

water demand estimates are discussed in common 

response WR1. The DPEIR found that the Project 

would have a less than significant impact on 

groundwater resources. 

I95-106 It is unclear what the initial sentence in this comment 

means and therefore no response is provided. The 

County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to 

the Project.  
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I95-107 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. 

I95-108 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. 

I95-109 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this letter 

will be provided in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers.  

I95-110 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. 

I95-111 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. 
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I95-112 Please refer to comment I95-25 regarding the DPEIR 

and conclusions regarding the Proposed Projects’ 

consistency with local land use regulations including 

the General Plan. Please also refer to Common 

Response ALT2 regarding the commenter’s preference 

for distributed generation energy projects. 

 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. See Chapter 3.1.4, Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials, and Section 2.3, 

Biological Resources.  

I95-113 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

I95-114 The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to 

water resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology 

and Water Quality. In addition, please refer to 

response to comment I95-20 regarding potential 

impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-115 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this letter 

will be provided in the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers.  
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I95-116 The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to 

water resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology 

and Water Quality. In addition, please refer to 

response to comment I95-20 regarding potential 

impacts to groundwater resources. 

I95-117 The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to 

water resources and biological resources. Please see 

Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality and 

Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. In addition, please 

refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. The 

DPEIR determined that the Project would have a less 

than significant impact on groundwater and also found 

that the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on biological resources, including wildlife and 

vegetation communities, with implementation of 

proposed mitigation. 

 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 

well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR is 

consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General 

Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006. 
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I95-118 This comment is introductory in nature and does 

not raise an environmental issue for which a 

response is required. 
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I95-119 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 

whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 

subject area (including hydrology and water quality – 

see Chapter 3.1.5) with regard to potential adverse 

effects, as well as a reasonable range of alternatives. 

The DPEIR is consistent with the County’s EIR 

Format and General Content Requirements, dated 

September 26, 2006. The County disagrees with the 

characterization of the DPEIR as an impermissible 

“broad-brush” review. The four solar farms 

comprising the Proposed Project is the type of action 

for which a Program EIR may be prepared, as outlined 

in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, in that they 

are related geographically, and are logical parts in the 

chain of contemplated actions. Related to the 

commenter’s assertion that the DPEIR was “rushed,” 

please refer to the response to comment I95-120. 

I95-120 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.  
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 In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated 

the whole of the action and analyzed each 

environmental subject area with regard to potential 

adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of 

alternatives. The DPEIR is consistent with the 

County’s EIR Format and General Content 

Requirements, dated September 26, 2006. 

I95-121 The County acknowledges this comment, which 

does not raise an environmental issue relative to 

the DPEIR. 

I95-122 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects. Also, issues raised in this comment 

were considered and addressed in the DPEIR. Please 

see Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, and Chapter 2.5, Land Use and Planning.  

I95-123 The comment restates information contained in 

Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR. This 

comment does not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. 
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I95-124 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics and Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. The 

County acknowledges that the Project would have 

certain significant and unavoidable impacts related to 

scenic vistas, but disagrees with the commenter’s 

characterization of the Project as industrialization of the 

area. The DPEIR found that with the implementation of 

mitigation the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on biological resources, including sensitive 

plants, wetlands, meadows, and wildlife habitat. 

I95-125 The County appreciates this information and will take 

it into consideration. This information, however, 

would not affect the analysis in the DPEIR. 

 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed 

Project. The application for the Proposed Project has 

been processed by the County according to the County 

Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. 

I95-126 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, 

Hydrology and Water Quality and Chapter 3.1.9, 

Utilities. In addition, Chapter 1.0, Project Description, 

describes the anticipated construction and operational 

water demand of the Proposed Project. Lastly, please 

refer to response to comment I95-20 regarding 

potential impacts to groundwater resources. 
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I95-127 Issues raised in this comment were considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3, 

Biological Resources. Please also refer to responses O7-8 

through O7-12. In addition, as stated in response I105-1, 

the County of San Diego will place conditions on the 

Major Use Permit that will restrict the amount of water 

that is permitted to be withdrawn from the on-site wells in 

order to prevent interference with off-site wells. Because 

water use will be restricted, residual effects to wildlife 

species or off-site wells are not anticipated to occur.  

I95-128 Glare was considered and addressed in the DPEIR. Please 

see Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics. The County acknowledges 

that the Project would have certain significant and 

unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas and glare. 

The comment regarding the Newberry Solar 1 site is 

acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. The 

comment does not raise an environmental issue specific to 

the DPEIR for which a response is required. 

I95-129 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Project. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 

 Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding 

the commenter’s preference for distributed generation 

energy projects.  
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 In addition, see response to comment I95-25 regarding 

the DPEIR and conclusions regarding the Proposed 

Projects’ consistency with local land use regulations 

including the General Plan.  

I95-130 The County acknowledges the petition and individual 

signers of the petition. Where comments have been 

submitted in the petition, a response has been 

provided. 

I95-131 This comment is a duplicate of comment I95-5. Please 

see response to comment I95- 5.  

I95-132 This comment is a duplicate of comment I95-6. Please 

see response to comment I95- 6.  

I95-133 This comment is a duplicate of comments I95-7, I95-8 

and I95-9. Please see the responses to comments I95-

7, I95-8 and I95-9.  
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